The authors examine the effect of membership of small states in regional economic organizations and integrations on the growth of GDP. The aim is to use cost-beneÞ t analysis to answer the question of whether small states, and also small economies, achieve greater economic growth through regional economic organizations and integrations than those small states that are not small economies. Small states, as the subjects of research work, have been chosen precisely because of their size, here deÞ ned by quantitative criteria, but taking into account that relational criteria are very important for their positioning in international relations, such as greater exposure to external inß uences and their dependence on membership in regional economic organizations and integrations. The GDP of small states, in an attempt to answer the hypothesis, was followed for a period of twenty years. Characteristics that depend on regional afÞ liation of small states, as well as the similarities and differences between small states which are members of the same regional economic organizations/ integrations, were also the subject of this paper.
advantages, strategies Þ lling a niche in the form of use of natural resources and human capital intensive activities; location, while keeping in mind the additional risks from accession into larger regional and global markets due to their distance; the successful use of limited circuits of politics, cultural diversity and social capital in the form of building networks of trust and norms of reciprocity (Armstrong, & Read, 2004) . Easterly and Kraay (2000) point out that small states have a higher GNI (Gross National Income) per capita than larger ones, and the differences among the countries in this group are more drastic than the average difference between small and large states. This also demonstrates that size is not a key factor in economic performance. The same study emphasized that market openness and large trading range, which is a perceived as a handicap of small states due to economic volatility, are also advantageous in terms of GDP growth.
According to the results of the research small states have higher incomes and higher levels of productivity than larger ones, and their economies do not grow slower than the large economies (Easterly, & Kraay, 2000) . For example, none of the small Caribbean and PaciÞ c States is a low income state. Astonishing results are found in Africa, where small states are, on average, four times wealthier than the large countries, while a relatively small number of small states are poor and heavily indebted. Of the 41 countries monitored by the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative there are only Þ ve small states (Aiyar, 2008) . A study by Winters and Martins (2004) points out that large and small states have comparable policies and institutions, and CPIA (Country Policy and Institution Assessment) indicates that a small state compared to larger one leads in Þ nancial stability, banking regulations, the business regulatory environment, transparency and property rights.
Other advantages of small over large states are as follows: relatively homogenous population, small island states are less open to violence ß ow and other ß uctuations from neighboring countries, small states beneÞ t from specializing in niches such as military bases, philately, telecommunication services, offshore business, renting services, Þ shing rights, tourism etc. (Aiyar, 2008) . On the other hand large states are more autonomous in formulating and conducting of their foreign policy, which is mostly described as proactive, while small states are more reactive in their foreign policy behavior in terms of being more constrained and affected by the international environment. Furthermore small states develop different foreign policy strategies some of which is bandwagoning with, rather then balancing against great powers; they are economically more dependent, their foreign policy is mostly focused on joining international and regional organizations (multilateralism) as well on their relations with neighboring countries; they are less inß uential in regional organizations (e.g. EU) compared to larger states who have greater economic weight, more voting power in the Council of Ministers and can sometimes make side-deals outside the formal decision-making process. It is easy for them to be invisible in international politics (quietism) by adopting a position of a bystander. Small states must therefore change their traditional reactive policy focused on bandwagoning and quietism to a proactive smart state strategy by playing their role as lobbyists, coalition builders, mediators and norm entre-preneurs if they want to punch above their weights in international politics and establish themselves as small powers.
Regardless of the fact that small states face common external and internal challenges, some still achieve better results. However, the measuring of economic performance of small states itself is not simple. In the case of small Caribbean states, despite similarities in their socio-economic and political evolution, their performance, as measured by changes in average GDP per capita in the twenty--year period, showed that the smaller islands have achieved better results than the larger ones. In doing so, the key was building the institutional infrastructure, as well as their openness and economic structure, with an emphasis on tourism and offshore Þ nance, political stability, and cultural and social cohesion (while factors such as geography and natural resources are structural and hence less susceptible to control) (Ramkissoon, 2002) . Given the lack of research dedicated to the economic performance of small states, especially their differentiation into small states and small states which are also small economies, and the impact of regional economic organizations and integrations on the indicators mentioned, the main goal of this paper is to answer two hypotheses:
• Do small states which are also small economies 1 , achieve faster economic growth in the same period, measured by GDP in time, within the same regional economic organizations and integrations, than small states that are not small economies?
• Are there regional differences in economic growth, measured by the increase of the total GDP in time, among small states? Small states who are also small economies and those who are not were taken into account here as well. When searching for answers to these questions, Þ rst and foremost:
• the quantitative criteria for singling out small states were accurately set; • the arguments for using these exact criteria were laid out; • the mentioned states were singled out according to the set criteria. The GDP of small states was followed in a twenty-year period (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) , to determine its trajectory. Small states were then classiÞ ed by regional economic organizations and integrations, in order to determine the similarities and differences between the states that are members of the same organization/integration, and states that are not members of the same organization/integration.
Small states, as subjects of research, have been chosen precisely because of their size, here deÞ ned by quantitative criteria, bearing in mind that for their positioning in international relations the relational criteria are extremely important, such as, for example, their total GDP compared to the GDP of larger countries, and the fact that they represent a group of countries that are more exposed to external inß uences and more dependent on joining regional economic organizations and integrations. The paper also attempts to identify the characteristics that depend on the regional afÞ -liation of small states, as well as the similarities and differences between small states which belong to the same regional economic organization/integration.
Defining small states: methodology and results
In the literature devoted to small states, there are different criteria for their deÞ -nition. Political geography as a discipline of geographic science, often takes into account the surface area of a country. ScientiÞ c disciplines such as political science or economics, dealing with issues such as international relations, international economics, etc., take the number of inhabitants as the criterion for classifying a country as small. Small states, which are deÞ ned as such based on population, are the subject of study in political science and economics literature, but also of the interest of international organizations and integrations (Kure i 2012, p. 90) . States with a small surface area size and a small population have speciÞ city that arises precisely from the fact that they have a small population and a small surface area.
Singling out small states should take into account the fact that although there is a consensus that small states certainly exist as a speciÞ city and a concept, there is absolutely no consensus on the exact criteria and requirements that a country must meet to be considered a small state. Thus, a classiÞ cation of small states mostly boils down to this -as many authors, as many different criteria and thus classiÞ cations of small states. Recognizing the abundance and diversity of criteria for the classiÞ cation of small states -quantitative, qualitative and relational (Hanggi, & Regnier, 2000 , p. 7) -for reasons of exactness we have decided to use the quantitative criteria for classifying small states, in order to correctly (by using Þ gures) deÞ ne which countries will be discussed, taking exceptions into account 2 . Hey (2003, p. 3), however, believes that insisting only on quantitative criteria produces too many exceptions, but here the exceptions are debated on as just thatexceptions, separately, with emphasis on why each case is an exception, and the effects such an exceptional position produces.
The classiÞ cation of small states on the basis of two quantitative criteria, size and population, done by Kure i (2012, pp. 97-103) , applying as limits the surface area of 60,000 square kilometers and a population of four million, has been taken as a guideline for the minimum number of exceptions, which is direct a result of the set limits in size and population, because different limits would produce more exceptions. In this study, a total of 73 countries meet the criteria when it comes to surface area criterion, and 71 countries that meet the criteria when it comes to population were identiÞ ed. At the same time, 57 small states that meet both criteria that were applied were singled out.
For the purposes of this study, which has an economic dimension, the total GDP with a set limit of US $15 billion was added as a third criterion to size and population, while using the total GDP in relation to the current US$, which more faithfully reß ects the position of one economy compared to other economies 2 In case of deÞ ning small states by using quantitative criteria one needs to take into account their limitations. Despite their exactness, some things cannot be measured and numbered, such as state's self-perception, which makes a basis of qualitative criteria and state's relations in the international community, which are being covered by relational criteria. However these deÞ ning criteria as well as discussion on their limitation are not the topic of this article: discussion on criteria is intended only to elaborate why some criteria for distinguishing different groups of small states where chosen.
(instead of the Purchasing Power Parity that measures the purchasing power of the population). The limit of US $15 billion is one below which the economy of a country, for the purposes of this paper, can be considered small. GDP, as a third criterion, was added precisely to attempt to deÞ ne small states more accurately, since countries can be small in one sense, and not in the other. Rapaport (1971: 29) adds more criteria to deÞ ning small states by combining population and size or population, size and GDP. Namely a small sized state with small population can be economically developed and very inß uential (e.g. Switzerland, Singapore, Luxemburg) and if there is also a respectful military power (e.g. Israel) it can be considered also a small power. Its position in international relations seems to be quite different from other small states that are more vulnerable to external inß uences and more dependent on other countries. There are several strategies which can position small states as proactive smart states: coalition building, use of soft power, norm entrepreneuring, honest brokering and identifying strategic priorities.
States that meet the criteria of small surface areas, a small population and a small total GDP, were analyzed along with the exceptions that do not meet one or two of the three criteria. From countries that meet none of the three criteria, the exceptions that would colloquially be called area-wise, population-wise or economic "giants" among small states were isolated. At the same time, as an exception, countries that represent true "economic dwarfs", i.e., those that do not belong among small states by surface area or population according to the applied criteria, but whose total GDP puts them in the group of small countries, that is, small economies were singled out. Research studies of the impact of involvement in regional organizations/integrations on the growth of GDP, focused precisely on small economies, i.e. those below US$ 15 billion of total GDP in 2012, and compared them to larger economies, where again, it should be taken into consideration that the ratio between the size of economies of individual countries (which can be considered small under one of the three criteria and have economies that have achieved over 15 billion US$ of GDP in 2012) can amount to 1:50 as a result of an extremely large difference in the level of GDP per capita. Precisely because of the huge difference in size between the economies of small states that meet the set criteria, the research also included those small states that meet all the criteria and the ones that do not meet the GDP criterion, in an attempt to discover the differences in economic growth between these two heterogeneous groups of countries regarding their GDP.
Looking at Table 1 , it is evident that there are a total of 46 states that meet all three criteria and can be considered small states according to their surface area, their population, and the size of their total GDP. And this 46 countries can be divided into several subgroups. The surfaces of these countries vary from 0.44 square kilometers (Vatican City) up to 38,394 square kilometers (Bhutan), the population ranges from 839 (Vatican City) to 3,619,925 (Molodova), while the size of GDP varies from 38 million US$ for Tuvalu to 14,840 million US$ for Jamaica. ClassiÞ cation set forth herein is considered useful as it clearly separates the states that meet all three criteria from exceptions that do not meet some of these criteria. Looking at the Table 2 there are 62 states that do not meet one or two speciÞ ed criteria applied to small states. These states can, to some extent, be divided into subgroups according to the level of economic development measured by total GDP and GDP per capita, which is useful in order to highlight their common features as well as regional grouping of states which share similar features. This division ignores surface area having in mind that physical size of the country doesn't have a direct impact on the size of the economy:
• states with the population over 4 million and GDP up to 15 billion US$ representing small economie s (Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cen-tral African Republic, Chad, Republic of the Congo, Eritrea, Guinea, Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, Laos, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Nicaragua, Niger, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, Tajikistan, Togo, Zimbabwe). These states, with the exception of the Republic of Congo and Nicaragua, are among the least developed countries in the world and are mostly found in Africa, Asia and the region of Central America and Caribbean.
• states with the population up to 4 million and GDP up to 15 billion US$ representing exceptions because of the surface area greater than 60 000 square kilometers (Botswana, Guyana, Iceland, Liberia, Mauritania, Mongolia, Namibia and Suriname). They present a diverse group of countries without strong common characteristic except from an extremely low population density.
• states with the population up to 4 million and GDP over 15 billion US$ (Bahrain, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brunei, Cyprus, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Estonia, Kuwait, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Oman, Panama, Qatar, Slovenia, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay). These states are medium or highly developed, located on different continents (except North America and Australia) and their surface area is signiÞ cantly distinctive, which indicates their population density being also different.
• states with the population over 4 million and GDP over 15 billion US$ (Belgium, Costa Rica, Croatia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Israel, Lebanon, Netherlands, Singapore, Slovakia, Switzerland). These states are medium or highly developed and located in Europe, Central America and Asia. From this division of states that do not meet one or two criteria set for deÞ ning small states, it is evident that they can be classiÞ ed into one group of less developed states, one group of middle and high developed stats, as well as into one group that comprises states of all different levels of development. This division just aims to detect generalization among different states out of the same group of 62 states, always taking into account two (population and total GDP) parameters. There is a total of 108 small states that meet all three criteria or do not meet one or two criteria, while there are 79 small economies according to GDP criteria.
After the classiÞ cation of small states, a categorization was made of most of the small states that meet all the criteria and small states that do not meet one or two criteria in Table 3 , according to individual regional economic organizations or integrations.
The countries which are not members of a common regional economic organization or integration, which would have had a very signiÞ cant impact on their economies, were regionally categorized. Those organizations in which there are small states, but no small economies, such as the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) were taken into account. The PaciÞ c Islands Forum (PIF), in which all the members are small states and also small economies, was considered. Countries that are members of a regional economic organization in which there are no other small states, as in the case of Uruguay and Bhutan, were not taken into account. The years 1993 (20 years before the last reference year), 2008 (for most of the resear-ched economies the year of the highest GDP, before entering into recession) and 2012 (the last year for which data is available) were taken as reference years. If the data for one of the reference years was unavailable, the closest year for which data was available was taken, using the same source, as indicated in Table 3 . and small new EU member states which have undergone transition in the analyzed period. The record-holder among small EU countries by GDP growth in the last twenty years is Latvia (its GDP index rose from 100 to 635). Small states in Europe that are not members of the EU and not undergoing the transition process are mainly small economies, with Switzerland as the only exception. All these economies are highly developed (Table 3 ). The recession that emerged in 2009 affected them less than most EU member states in general, with the exception of Iceland.
Small transitional countries of the Western Balkans have recorded a GDP growth by approximately 3.8 (Macedonia) and 13.5 times (Bosnia and Herzegovina) from 1993 to 2012. In Albania, and even more so in Bosnia and Herzegovina, a very large increase in GDP reß ects a very low base in year 1993 (Table 3) . Small countries of the Western Balkans are among the European countries that are least developed.
Small member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) also recorded a GDP growth by three (Moldova) to as much as eight times (Armenia) in the observed period (Table 3) , which is primarily a reß ection of the very low initial GDP level in 1993. These are also the small economies and states that are the least developed members of the CIS.
All CARICOM member states are small states, and, aside from Trinidad and Tobago, small economies. CARICOM has existed for 40 years, and most member states joined the organization during its establishment or a year after its founding. Small island economies of the Caribbean (also members of the Commonwealth) recorded a growth of GDP by approximately two to four times in the observed period, with the exception of Haiti (not a member of the Commonwealth, only became a CARICOM member state in 2002). Suriname is the record holder for the increase in GDP among the members of CARICOM, and Guyana holds second place, meaning these small economies recorded a much higher GDP growth than the small island economies of the Caribbean. Trinidad and Tobago, which is not a small economy, takes the position between Guyana and small economies of the Caribbean islands by the increase of its GDP (Table 3) .
In the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), four small member states are not small economies, which are completely absent from GCC, reß ecting a higher GDP, the effect of oil and gas wealth, which are exported from the Persian Gulf states. Small states, members of the GCC, have recorded a high growth of GDP in the analyzed period, while Qatar is the absolute record-holder, its GDP growing by 24 times (Table 3 ). The GDP of these countries depends primarily on their wealth in oil and gas and the price of these fuels on the world market. Decline in energy prices due to oil and gas importers entering recession in year 2009, reß ected negatively on the GDPs of these countries, but the rapid increase in prices also increased their GDPs, which have a tendency of growth.
The PaciÞ c Islands Forum is made up of a total of 13 countries, 10 of which are small countries, and also small economies. The insular and archipelagic countries of the PaciÞ c are small by their surface area, their population and size of their economy. The differences in GDP growth among these small economies have been signiÞ cant in the last 20 years. The GDP of the Federated States of Micronesia has increased by just 1.6 times and for the Marshall Islands by less than two times. At the same time, the GDP of Vanuatu has increased by more than four times, and the GDP of Samoa by as much as 5.7 times (Table 3) , which is also an indicator of different development potentials, which are decreased on small, low islands of Micronesia, as opposed to the larger and higher islands of Polynesia and Melanesia.
There are Þ ve small states, three of which are also small economies (Cambodia, Laos, Timor-Leste), and two are not (Brunei, Singapore) in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). There is a remarkable difference in development, as measured by GDP per capita between the two groups of small states. What they all have in common, however, is the high level of GDP growth during the observed period, regardless of the size of their economy and the initial level of GDP, because the GDP of developed and major economies (Brunei, Singapore) increased by more than four times, while at the same time the GDP of Laos grew seven times and 5.5 times in Cambodia (Table 3) .
The group of analyzed African countries is made up of small states, most of which are also small economies, given the very low GDP per capita. A signiÞ -cant part of the analyzed countries of Africa were considered small precisely due to the small size of their economy and so the group of small states includes 15 African states, which size and population do not meet the set criteria, but they are small economies according to the criterion of the total GDP. Small African states were analyzed according to membership in several regional economic organizations, with membership of some small states repeated in several regional economic organizations. There should be mention of an important moment in regional economic organizations of Africa, which is less inß uential or has an almost irrelevant role in small member states of regional economic organizations on other continents, and it is at least a basic level of political stability and political authority that is democratically legitimized and working on the development of the economy (which in many parts of Africa today is not the case nor was it in the last two decades). Military coups and civil wars were a frequent occurrence in Africa, particularly in Western and Equatorial Africa. Therefore, the GDP growth in these countries cannot be high, although most of them recorded an increase of the population, which is much larger than that in other parts of the world, in the same period. A high, even incredible increase in GDP during the observed period, which is a characteristic of some countries in Africa (e.g. Equatorial Guinea as an absolute record-breaker among all the researched countries, then Chad, the Republic of Congo and Gabon to a lesser extent, see Table 3 ) due to the beginning of oil exploitation, and preceded by a very low GDP of these economies, which increased manifold based on oil exports. The mentioned countries are now exactly where the Gulf States were a few decades ago in this characteristic, when stronger exploitation and a large increase in prices led to an "explosion" of GDP of these countries.
Conclusion
Data on GDP growth of small states within integrations and out of them (Table  3) , point out the limitations of quantitative criteria that despite their exactness do not provide complete answers without delving into the context, which just con-Þ rms the notion that during the research of small states it is necessary to realize their speciÞ c position in the region they are located in, as well as the circumstances in the international community that signiÞ cantly inß uence their policies.
Similarities between small economies and small states, who are members of regional economic organizations and integration, exist along with differences that arise in relation to member countries from other regional economic organizations/ integrations. However, there are also large differences in GDP trajectories between small member states of the same regional economic organization/integration.
The study did not Þ nd enough evidence to be able to determine that the size of the national economy of small states is a factor that directly affects the movement of GDP, according to the principle that smaller economies have a faster GDP growth in the same period, which is the answer to the Þ rst hypothesis in this paper. Changes in the GDP of small states in the studied period is primarily dependent on factors such as: (1) whether the economy is in transition or not (post-communist countries had different conditions for development from advanced capitalist economies of Europe), which is coupled with the height of the base taken as the starting year of the studies period (1993, the period after the start of transition); (2) political (in)stability, the presence or absence of wars and conß icts (especially important in Africa); (3) energy prices at the world market and the stage of development of the domestic energy industry -the most important factor when it comes to GCC member states and states highly dependent on oil exports in general, in Africa and Asia; (4) envelopment by the recession and the successfulness of the Þ ght against it since 2009 until today.
If we accept these factors as fundamental determinants of trends in GDP growth of small countries in the last two decades, the answer to the second hypothesis set at the beginning of this paper is that there is sufÞ cient evidence, found by tracking the movement of the GDP of small states, about the regional differences between the factors, as well as the complexity of internal and external circumstances that affect the growth of GDP of small states. These factors are much more complex than simply the size of the economies of small states.
